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What is the Great Reset? | Davos Agenda 2021 - Official WEF Youtube

In Part 1, we considered the forces shaping the world order and the attempts to
impose various models of global governance upon it. In Part 2, we discussed the
progress of the global power shift from West to East and asked why so many
stalwarts of the so-called "unipolar world order" have not only accepted the
inevitability of that power shift but have apparently assisted it.

Ostensibly, the multipolar version of the world order is a departure from the
unipolar model in the sense that it will-supposedly-genuinely observe
international law and share power among a broader coalition of nation-states. As
a result, it will introduce-supposedly-functioning multilateralism into
global governance, arguably for the first time. To some, this multipolar model
sounds preferable to the current, international rules-based unipolar model.

Yet, when we look at the statements of the touted leaders of the new multipolar
world order, their objectives seem indistinguishable from those of their
unipolar counterparts... 

* They express an unwavering commitment to sustainable development and Agenda 
  2030. 
* They support the United Nation's Security Council remaining the political 
  centre of global governance-though,notably,loss of the veto isn't countenanced. 
* They wholeheartedly endorse the World Economic Forum's AI-driven 4th Industrial 
  Revolution (4IR). 
* They also regard censorship and information control as necessary to fight the
  "infodemic" and to protect the world against "disinformation." 
* Their global initiatives-and the public-private partnerships that will 
  implement them-are practically identical to the initiatives of their unipolar
  counterparts, though they offer an important variation, which we'll discuss 
  in Part 4. 
* Finally, to supporters of multipolarity, a new global "financial
  system" is, as ever, the key to the supposed "transformation."

Thus far, the globalist oligarchs, who are the ultimate beneficiaries of the
unipolar model, have not only advocated the polarity shift from West to East but
have also played a part in facilitating it. Indeed, they have created the
monetary, financial, economic and thus geopolitical conditions that appear to
guarantee it.

We learned in Parts 1 and 2 that the unipolar world order established a system
of global governance that is founded upon global public-private partnership and
that this empowered oligarchs to engineer policy agendas around the world,
unconstrained by national borders.

If the multipolar world order is something new, then surely this trajectory
towards centralised global governance should change, right? But when the
multipolar model seems to be accelerating the transition to centralised power,
then we have to wonder if there is anything new and different about it at all.
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The Multipolar Great Reset

As mentioned previously, the World Economic Forum (WEF) declares itself to be
the leading organisation for global public-private partnerships (G3P). In 2019,
the WEF attempted to stake its claim by entering into a strategic partnership
with the UN. The broad objective of the partnership was...

to accelerate the implementation of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.

The WEF has conspicuously inserted itself into the global narrative over the
last few years, most notably with its alleged Great Reset (the GR). The book of
that name, written by Klaus Schwab and Thierry Malleret, purportedly "in
response" to the claimed global pandemic, is just another in a long line of
attempts to exploit public fear and anxiety to sell a set of policy agendas.

Thierry Malleret

The tenor of the book and the Great Reset project is to offer "analysis" and
"suggest" possible solutions in the spirit of solidarity with and compassion
for humanity and nature. The dazzling minds behind it have tried to help us
"understand what's coming in a multitude of domains." It is not a plan but
rather friendly advice. At least, that is what the WEF claims.

The WEF represents the most powerful global corporations on Earth. As we have
seen in the last couple of years, the pharmaceutical corporations alone can and
do shape, and often drive, global policy decisions. One would need to be
extremely naive to imagine that the WEF and its stakeholders (members) cannot
effect that which they claim merely to advise. This is context within which we
will analyse their words.

According to the pair, "the essence" of the GR is a plan to replace
"failed ideas, institutions, processes and rules with new ones better suited
to current and future needs." As with nearly every other Western think tank
and "international organisation," they concede that the shift to the
multipolar world is simply inescapable:

The 21st century will most likely be an era devoid of an absolute hegemon during
which no one power gains absolute dominance. [. . .] In this messy new world
defined by a shift towards multipolarity and intense competition for influence,
the conflicts or tensions will no longer be driven by ideology. - [The Great
Reset (TGR), p. 76]

In the GR, gone are the old distinctions between right and left, liberalism,
conservatism, socialism and even the extremes of fascism and communism. For the
WEF, all that remains is global environmentalism, which, the book's co-authors
claim, is not an ideology:

In global risk terms, it is with climate change and ecosystem collapse (the two
key environmental risks) that the pandemic most easily equates. The three
represent, by nature and to varying degrees, existential threats to humankind,
and we could argue that COVID-19 has already given us a glimpse, or foretaste,
of what a full-fledged climate crisis and ecosystem collapse could entail from
an economic perspective. - [TGR, p. 95]

Fortunately, for the WEF and its partners, this imminent annihilation is
actually an "opportunity," or so they say:

The broader point is this: the possibilities for change and the resulting new
order are now unlimited and only bound by our imagination, [. . .] economies,
when they recover, could take the path of more inclusivity and be more attuned
to the needs of our global commons. - [TGR, p. 17]

Enthusiastically adopting accelerationism, Schwab and Malleret claim:

[W]ithout delay we need to set in motion the Great Reset. This is not a
"nice-to-have" but an absolute necessity. [. . .] The pandemic gives us
this chance: it "represents a rare but narrow window of opportunity to
reflect, reimagine and reset our world". [quote attributed to Klaus Schwab.]
- [TGR, p. 172]

And:

As economies restart, there is an opportunity to embed greater societal equality
and sustainability into the recovery, accelerating rather than delaying
progress towards the 2030 Sustainable Development Goals[.] - [TGR, p. 175]

The only problem this duo foresee with the "shift towards multipolarity" is
that the associated "retreat from globalization" might happen too quickly.
Of course, according to them, a premature retreat would cause "havoc" -so we
should be properly terrified of the possibility. Consequently, in their eyes,
the new "form of globalization" will only be "viable" if the right
overarching system is firmly in place: global governance. As they put it:

A hasty retreat from globalization would entail trade and currency wars,
damaging every country's economy, provoking social havoc and triggering
ethno- or clan nationalism. The establishment of a much more inclusive and
equitable form of globalization that makes it sustainable, both socially and
environmentally, is the only viable way to manage retreat. This requires policy
solutions [. . .] and some form of effective global governance. - [TGR, p.
81]

Schwab and Malleret allege that the pseudopandemic-initiated breakdowns raise
what they see as the deplorable prospect of a "global order deficit."
Therefore, in the absence of an "absolute hegemon"-the unipolar world
order-nation-states must find a way to "collaborate at the global level."
They said:

If no one power can enforce order, our world will suffer from a "global order
deficit". Unless individual nations and international organizations succeed
in finding solutions to better collaborate at the global level, we risk entering
an "age of entropy" in which retrenchment, fragmentation, anger and
parochialism will increasingly define our global landscape, making it less
intelligible and more disorderly. The pandemic crisis has both exposed and
exacerbated this sad state of affairs. - [TGR, p. 76]

The so-called Great Reset has been designed to manage and exploit the
orchestrated collapse of the unipolar world order. The path toward
multipolarity, redesigned globalisation and a new order is set. It is the
"deglobalisation" inherent to the multipolar world order that provides the
suggested "opportunity" for the global public-private partnership. No one,
especially the WEF, suggests retaining the "hyper-globalization" of the
"absolute hegemony." They explained:

There is no point in trying to restore the status quo [. . . ], but it is
important to limit the downside of a possible free fall that would precipitate
major economic damage and social suffering. [. . .] This will only come about
through improved global governance - the most "natural" and effective
mitigating factor against protectionist tendencies. [. . .] There is no time to
waste. If we do not improve the functioning and legitimacy of our global
institutions, the world will soon become unmanageable and very dangerous. There
cannot be a lasting recovery without a global strategic framework of
governance. - [TGR, p. 81]

That "strategic framework" is the global governance of a multipolar world
and the WEF claim that this is simply the most "natural" response to global
crises, given that, in the WEF's view, individual nation-states are unable to
address the world's problems. Consequently, for the WEF, only multilateral
institutions of global governance, such as its strategic partner, the United
Nations, can avert catastrophe. This is "the essence" of the Great Reset, as
the book makes clear:

[W]ithout appropriate global governance, we will become paralysed in our
attempts to address and respond to global challenges, particularly when there
is such a strong dissonance between short-term, domestic imperatives and
long-term, global challenges. This is a major worry[.] - [TGR, p. 83]

And:

[T]he bottom line is this: in the face of such a vacuum in global governance,
only nation states are cohesive enough to be capable of taking collective
decisions, but this model doesn't work in the case of world risks that require
concerted global decisions. The world will be a very dangerous place if we do
not fix multilateral institutions. - [TGR, p. 85]

The WEF's "bottom line" is that, real or imagined, the Westphalian model
is simply unequipped to deal with "global challenges." Only
"multilateral" global governance can avert descent into a "very
dangerous" world. Hence, a shift towards multipolarity is required.

These are precisely the arguments that the supposed leaders of the new
multipolar world order have been making.

To claim, as some do, that the "Great Reset" represents a defence of the
unipolar order and that the shift towards a multipolar model is some sort of
antidote to the GR appears to be based upon a fundamental misunderstanding of
what the GR is.

Multipolar History

To illustrate this point further: Schwab and Malleret suggest that the "global
challenges" they have identified will continue the trend of
"regionalization." They say that instead of the US-led unipolar hegemony,
the world will increasingly be divided into semi-autonomous continental-scale
regions:

The most likely outcome along the globalization-no globalization continuum
lies in an in-between solution: regionalization. The success of the European
Union as a free trade area or the new Regional Comprehensive Economic
Partnership in Asia (a proposed free trade agreement among the 10 countries
that compose ASEAN) are important illustrative cases of how regionalization may
well become a new watered-down version of globalization. [. . .] In short,
deglobalization in the form of greater regionalization was already happening.
COVID-19 will just accelerate this global divergence as North America, Europe
and Asia focus increasingly on regional self-sufficiency rather than on the
distant and intricate global supply chains that formerly epitomized the essence
of globalization. - [TGR, p. 79]

This "regionalised" world bears an uncanny resemblance to the model exposed
by Professor Carroll Quigley. In his 1974 interview with Washington Post
journalist Rudy Maxa, Quigley spoke about the "three-power world." He had
already meticulously catalogued the activities of an Anglo-American network,
whose members had taken great strides toward constructing a system of global
governance that they hoped to control:

They were working to federate the English-speaking world [. . .]. They were
closely linked to international bankers. [. . .] [T]hey were working to
establish a world, what I call a three-power world. And that three-power world
was: The Atlantic Bloc (of England and the Commonwealth and the United States),
Germany (Hitler's Germany), Soviet Russia. [. . .] [T]his is all described in
my book, and this was their idea. Now notice, it's a balance of power system.

Prof. Carrol Quigley

The idea of power blocs that were sometimes antagonistic to one another but that
each played their part in maintaining a centrally controlled global system of
managed international relations sounds very similar to the model outlined by the
Rockefeller Brothers Fund's Special Studies Project.

To wit: In 1955, the Rockefellers, fresh from their pivotal role in creating the
United Nations, spotted the talents of Henry Kissinger while he was a study
director of the Council of Foreign Relations (CFR), a US foreign policy think
tank. The next year, they commissioned him to oversee a five-year project that
would...

...define the major problems and opportunities facing the U.S. and clarify
national purposes and objectives, and to develop principles which could serve
as the basis of future national policy.

Kissinger led that project and has remained the Rockefellers' envoy ever
since.

The subsequent collection of "Rockefeller Panel Reports" was published in
Prospect for America (PfA) in 1961. In those reports, the Rockefeller-chosen
panelists noted that 19th century imperialism had been a means of maintaining
world order but that the two world wars had conveniently put paid to
government's ability to control it, hence the claimed necessity for the UN.
The Rockefellers and their man Kissinger identified what the WEF would later
call the "global order deficit":

One system of organizing international order has been destroyed without
replacement by another. - [Prospect for America, p. 164]

The problem was that the UN wasn't working as the Rockefellers or their
partners intended. Annoyingly, representatives of the national governments
belonging to that international body kept insisting upon their own ideas.

This meant that the Rockefellers' "high hopes" for the "institutional
expression" of true global governance were stymied. Where did the blame lie?
Here:

High hopes were not fully realized because the formal institutions of world
organizations were designed to achieve more than the consensus of existing
shared aspirations was prepared to support. - [PfA, p. 164]

What this lack of consensus came down to was that nation-states, comfortable in
their pursuit of the Westphalian mythology, were acting in their sovereign
self-interest and were forming bilateral trade agreements and defence treaties.
Thus they were somewhat resistant to absolute global governance by their private
partners. The Rockefellers' solution to the nation-states' intransigence was
to balkanise the planet into more manageable chunks, or blocs, or "poles."
This would then allow global governance, under the auspices of the Rockefellers
and their partners, to flourish:

The hoped-for result is peace in a world divided into smaller units, but
organised and acting in common effort to permit and assist progress in
economic, political, cultural and spiritual life. [. . .] It would presumably
consist of regional institutions under an international body of growing
authority - combined so as to be able to deal with those problems that
increasingly the separate nations will not be able to resolve alone. - [PfA,
p. 26]

Subsequently, a Rockefeller-funded global policy think tank known as the Club of
Rome came up with some farcical predictive computer models in its 1972
publication, The Limits to Growth.

Then, nearly twenty years later, in 1991, the Club of Rome published more
farcical prognoses in its First Global Revolution (FGR). Building upon its silly
computer models, it made up some predictions about natural disasters, none of
which have transpired as prescribed, for obvious reasons.

Nonetheless, despite this being nonsense, the FGR really did define the alleged
"problems" that nation-states cannot supposedly "resolve alone." Today,
the whole world accepts all of this as if it were factual. We are collectively
following a global agenda based upon the calculated, unevidenced musings of a
Rockefeller funded, elitest club:

In searching for a common enemy against whom we can unite, we came up with the
idea that pollution, the threat of global warming, water shortages, famine and
the like would fit the bill. In their totality and their actions these phenomena
do constitute a common threat which must be confronted by everyone together.
But in designating these dangers as the enemy, we fall into the trap, which we
have already warned readers about, namely mistaking symptoms for causes. All
these dangers are caused by human intervention in natural processes and it is
only through changed attitudes and behaviour that they can be overcome. The
real enemy, then, is humanity itself. - [FGR, p. 75]

For the oligarchs who manipulate the global economy and world events, humans are
the real problem. The oligarchs' warnings of climate disaster are used to
legitimise their mechanisms for managing us, not the environment. According to
their warped logic, human behaviour must be controlled and human beliefs
reordered. Their ideas are all very much in keeping with the pathetic quackery
of eugenics that many oligarchs, such as Bill Gates, appear to accept.

The Rockefellers and their partners-a "network," if you like-designed
the UN in order to exert real global governance over the "smaller
units"-regional blocs:

The United Nations [is] the international organisation that today holds out the
reasonable hope of being able to take over more and more functions and to
assume increasingly large responsibilities. [. . .] The spirit and the letter of
the Charter [. . .] gives more than lip service to the indispensable world
order[.] -[PfA, p. 33]

And:

The UN stands, finally, as a symbol of the world order that will one day be
built. -- [PfA, p. 35]

The Rockefellers and their partners have explained how this world order will
emerge. The key to global governance, they insisted, was to be multilateral
"regionalization" (a claim the WEF and other advocates of the multipolar
world order would later repeat).

Note that Kissinger's Rockefeller-funded researchers used the "United
States" and "we"/"us" interchangeably in their reports. In this
instance, it seems pretty clear who the "we" referred to is:

The most natural multination arrangements are frequently regional. [. . .] Fully
developed, they imply a joint accord on monetary and exchange arrangements, a
common discipline on fiscal matters, and a free movement of capital and labor.
[. . . ] We believe that this regional approach has world-wide validity. [. .
.] What is needed immediately is a determination to move in the direction they
imply. Regional arrangements are no longer a matter of choice. They are imposed
by the requirements of technology, science, and economics. Our course is to
contribute to this process by constructive action. - [PfA, pp. 188-190]

The Multipolar Coincidence

The multipolar world order is not new. Nor does it stand in opposition to the
so-called Great Reset. Both are just two more stepping stones along the path
toward the age-old goal of global governance.

In the Great Reset book, Schwab, speaking for the WEF, declared that global
governance in a multilateral, regionalized world with more localised supply
chains was "the most natural" response to global crises.

Perhaps it is just a coincidence that sixty years earlier the Rockefellers
published what appears to be precisely the same plan and claimed that the
"most natural multination arrangements are frequently regional."

Perhaps it is also just a coincidence that, prior to the Rockefellers' Special
Studies Project, the "network" exposed by Prof. Carroll Quigley also
suggested essentially the same global governance system based upon a multipolar
"balance of power."

These coincidences lead one to observe that the formulation of the multipolar
plan predates the WEF's similar plan by more than a century.

One could also observe that the Rockefeller brothers commissioned their own
think tank, the Club of Rome, to dream up scary stories about climate disaster,
food and water shortages and the like-and then the WEF used the same fables as
alleged justification for its global reset. Mere coincidence, surely.

That the nominal leaders of the new multipolar world order constantly cite the
same tales-none of which mirror reality-as a reason for their proposed reset
of global governance might likewise be mere coincidence.

From central bankers to prominent members of various think tanks to political
leaders, it seems that the vanguard of the Western unipolar model accept the
inevitability of that system's replacement. Curiously, many of the same
people, in responding to the war in Ukraine, have made decisions and advocated
polices that are hastening the transition from unipolarity to multipolarity.
Again, probably mere coincidence.

A central tenet of the suggested multipolar world order is to strengthen
adherence to the Charter of the UN, thereby establishing genuine global
governance. Globalist oligarchs have long advocated exactly the same approach
and so do the claimed leaders of the multipolar world order. Another instance of
mere coincidence?

The ambition of the crowd that Quigley called "the network," like the
ambition of the Rockefellers' Special Studies Project and the ambition of the
WEF's Great Reset and the ambition of the Club of Rome and the ambition of the
Council on Foreign Relations and the ambition of the BRICS, is, and always has
been, global governance. Mere coincidence, yes?

There is a wealth of evidence revealing how these various groups-and more
clubs and secret societies than we have room to name here-have manipulated
events and shaped policy globally. Recently the shift toward the multipolar
order has accelerated sharply due to a major global event (war) and the policy
response to it. Certainly, more mere coincidence.

In both China and Russia, governance is based upon the absolute fusion of the
public and private sector. And we know the UN was established as a
public-private partnership. Interestingly, Russia and China just happen to be
the two permanent members of the UN Security Council who are taking the lead on
the development of the multipolar world order. This must be a coincidence.

The political theory of multipolarity incorporates elements of political
philosophies and cultural ideologies, such as Eurasionism and tianxia, which
also lend themselves perfectly to global governance.

We shall discuss these latter points, and more, in Part 4. But the fusion of the
public and the private sectors and the overlapping philosophies and ideologies
common to both Russia and China are probably just another in a long and
remarkably consistent timeline of coincidences.

If you believe in that sort of thing.







